It has been suggested that social media foster innovative outcomes by 5 facilitating communication with a vast network of new connections. In this paper 6 we argue that forming new social connections on social media is a crucial first 7 step in the innovation process that is not straightforward to achieve. We report 8 on the findings of a qualitative study of 31 owner-managers in the UK who were 9 attempting to make new connections in order to inspire innovation in their firms. 10
INTRODUCTION
The higher the number of social contacts an individual maintains, the more 36 likely she is to generate new ideas (Bjork & Magnusson, 2009 ) by discovering, 37 combining and expanding upon new information. This is one way that social 38 media promises to bolster innovation. Social media facilitate the expansion of 39 an individual's social network to a previously unimaginable scale (Kane et al., 40 2014) . By extension, individuals who enlarge their social networks using social 41 media are exposed to new ideas and information that were previously 42 inaccessible (Treem & Leonardi, 2012; Leonardi, 2014) . To make the most of 43 their social media accounts individuals attempt to expand their networks to 44 include as many new connections as possible (Kane et al., 2014) . As people 45 associate with other social media users they can find themselves engaging with 46 different viewpoints, experiences and expertise (Kane et al., 2014) . When these 47 new connections bring together previously separate information resources 48 opportunities for the discovery, recombination and expansion of ideas are 49 to a rich source of ideas, expertise and opinions (Mount & Martinez, 2014 ; 76 Leonardi, 2014) . For this reason social media platforms have been thought to 77 provide significant advantages in situations where resources to innovate can 78 be scarce, such as in small and medium sized firms (Harris et al., 2012) . We 79 use the term social media innovation hereafter to refer to novel improvements 80 in products or processes that originate from social media connections. 81
82
We argue that social media innovation is not straightforward to achieve. The features of social media platforms can complicate the establishment of new 86 connections (Richey et al., 2016) . The vast scale of interactions taking place 87 on social media require users to frequently scan the environment in order to 88 make sense of the volume of information being produced (Leonardi, 2014) . 89
Further, because new acquaintances are not physically co-present during 90 social media encounters individuals can become uncertain about how to 91 communicate effectively (Richey et al., 2016) . Social media communication 92 strips away traditionally available social cues (Richey et al., 2016; French & 93 Read, 2013) making it more challenging to establish mutual understanding. 94
Where a rich array of social cues are available, they support the construction 95 of new relationships and effective communication (Rettie, 2009; Goffman, 96 1959) . The innovation process relies on interaction and communication at every 97 stage (Mount & Martinez, 2014) , but there has been little focus on the important 98 preliminary step of establishing new social connections for initiating social 99 media innovation. Although social media appear to offer unlimited access to 100 new connections there is currently scant understanding about how these 101 relationships are initiated and developed.
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Figure 1: Overview of the social media innovation process 104
105
We use Figure 1 to locate the focus of our study in the social media innovation 106
process. This paper focuses specifically on the first box in the figure, which 107 refers to the potential of social media for initiating new social connections that 108 can provide access to novel information and ideas. This paper shows how 109 individuals attempting to make new social media connections are challenged 110 by the lack of available social cues and how they use frames (Goffman, 1974 ) 111 and cultural tools (Swidler, 1986) to establish a foundation for social media 112 innovation. We present findings from a qualitative study of 31 UK-based owner-113 managers, who were attempting to access novel insights by extending their 114 social media networks. We offer two major contributions based on our analysis 115 of their accounts. First, we elaborate upon how individuals respond to the 116 uncertainty associated with making new social media connections by 117 experimenting with different frames (Goffman, 1974 ) which serve as a proxy for 118 conventional social cues. In doing this we contribute to the innovation literature 119 by unpacking the micro-processes that underpin the fundamental step of 120 initiating new social connections on social media. Second, we show that 121 although the innovation process is traditionally associated with new ways of 122 thinking and acting, individuals are better able to navigate the early stages of 123 social media innovation if they draw upon an already existing cultural toolkit 124 (Swidler, 1986 ) of well-established competencies. We develop these
New Connection
Novel Information Innovation (Goffman, 1959; Swidler, 1986 acquaintances there must first be some level of shared understanding 134 (Goffman, 1981) . Co-communicants begin to establish communal 135 understandings in the earliest moments of interaction by making use of 136 commonly understood social cues (Goffman, 1959 (Goffman, , 1981 . Social cues can 137 include that which is subjectively described, such as tone of voice (Goffman, and humour (Robert & Wilbanks, 2012) ; and that which is objectively described 140 such as architectural lay out, logos, artwork and dress code (Schein, 1991) . 141
These cues work together to communicate an unambiguous and consistent 142 meaning to those involved in an encounter (Goffman, 1959) . In face-to-face 143 settings social cues are clearly accessible to everyone involved as all share the 144 same space and time. This enables them to "share a joint focus of attention, 145 perceive that they do so, and perceive this perceiving" (Goffman, 1983: 3). As 146 individuals draw on available cues they are able to frame (Goffman, 1974; 147 Werner & Cornelissen, 2014) their situation in specific ways. Frames (Goffman, 148 1974) are the schemata of interpretation that guide an individual's thinking and 149 action in relation to a phenomenon. Individuals may frame the same situation 150 differently depending on their various social realities and mental models 151 (Leonardi, 2011) . For example, within the same firm, some people may frame 152 social media as a threat whilst others frame it as an opportunity (Koch et al., 153 2013) . communications of others, and to be understood (Swidler, 1986) . This process 202 begins as the uncertainty related to a new situation stimulates the selection of 203 a frame (Goffman, 1974; Ravishankar, 2015) . Frames provide a mechanism for 204 interpreting an unfamiliar context (in this case, social media) but must be 205 accompanied by action if it has to lead to innovation. situations (Swidler, 1986) . Indeed, one cultural tool may be reused in a number 214 of different circumstances, while another may be left mostly dormant. Taken 215 together, frames and tools comprise the strategies of action used to deal with 216 uncertain circumstances. Thus, the cultural toolkit framework (Swidler, 1986 ) 217 provides a useful vocabulary to explore the extent to which the challenges of 218 new social situations in general and social media connections in particular may 219 be addressed by a conscious and purposeful drawing together of knowledge, 220 habits, skills, styles and other culturally constituted capacities. The framework 221 underscores the agency of individuals proactively combining and recombining 222 their competencies in order to cope with new situations. 223
Innovation scholars have suggested that well-established and intimate social 227 settings characterized by effective social norms (Coleman, 1988 (Coleman, , 1990 support 228 the innovation process by enabling the value of novel information to be 229 recognized and realized (Rost, 2011) analyse how individuals use specific frames (Goffman, 1974) and cultural tools 255 We gathered data from the membership of two UK based, government affiliated 270 support agencies that were providing social media seminars. We assumed that 271 the membership of these support agencies represented a 'purposive sample' 272 (Padgett, 1998) that would be experiencing varying degrees of success on 273 social media, and would have been exposed to similar opportunities and 274 resources by virtue of their membership. We contacted the local offices of both 275 agencies, offering consultancy services in exchange for participation in the 276 study. A formal note detailing the offer was circulated by email among local 277 members of both organizations. The firms that took part in the interviews were 278 representative of the variety of industries that made up the wider membership 279 of the support agencies (see Table 1 All the respondents were using the four most popular, free, publically available 284 social media platforms; Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn and YouTube. They were 285 using social media in order to make new connections, which they hoped would 286 lead to some form of innovation. The main source of data was open-ended 287 interviews. The interviews included questions about how and why the firms 288 were using social media to accomplish innovation. The main group of respondents were the owner-managers, but other 295 employees involved in social media implementation were also interviewed 296 where available. The interviews lasted between 30 and 90 minutes. They were 297 recorded and transcribed with the permission of the respondents. 298
299
The data was analysed (around 500 pages of interview transcripts) in multiple 300 rounds of coding, summarized in Table 3 . Initially, each interview transcript was 301 read and summarized in order to establish the key themes underpinning them. 302
The respondents shared accounts about (a) how they developed an 303 understanding of social media use and (b) how they engaged in new 304 interactions on social media. The data was organized according to these two 305 meta-themes and a first round of coding was undertaken in which each codingunit was a complete sentence or series of complete sentences that constituted 307 a single semantic unit. During the first round of coding, interpretive codes were 308 assigned to the data. Once this process was complete any codes that reflected 309 the same idea were combined until a stable set of interpretive codes had been 310
established. 311 312
The respondents shared many examples about how communication on social 313 media was distinctly different from their face-to-face encounters with new 314 acquaintances. They found it difficult to establish a dialogue on social media 315 because the people they directed their posts to did not always respond 316
immediately, or at all (conversation). They felt that this was in part because they 317
were not in the physical presence of those they were contacting, 318
Interpretive codes
Abstract categories Associated theoretical concepts
CHALLENGES CREATING UNCERTAINTY
The nature of social encounters (Goffman, 1959 (Goffman, , 1979 Sense-making tools 
ADDRESSING CHALLENGES
Cultural toolkits (Swidler, 1986) 319 Table 3 : Summary of the coding process 320 therefore eye contact and a shared focus of attention could not be established 321 (seeing). They found that it was normal on social media for users to split their 322 attention and dip in and out of different conversations. Thus, they never felt that 323 they had anyone's full attention. They also found it difficult to keep up with and(listening). They found that during the fleeting interactions they were part of it 326 was difficult to build a sense of rapport or trust in the same way that they might 327 do during a face-to-face meeting (relationships)
339
In the analysis that follows, we draw upon Goffman's work on frames and the 340 nature of social encounters (1959, 1979 ) and Swidler's (1986) cultural toolkit 341 framework to interpret respondents' accounts. Using Goffman's vocabulary we 342 highlight how the respondents became uncertain during their social media use. 343
Their uncertainty prompted them to draw upon three different social media 344 frames (Goffman, 1983) which are considered in detail in the analysis section. 345
We use Swidler's (1986) cultural toolkit framework to show how respondents 346 turned frames into strategies of action using a variety of cultural tools. The 347 theoretical and practical implications of this pattern of behaviour are expounded 348 in the discussion section. 349
350

ANALYSIS 351 352
All the respondents were interested in using social media platforms to foster 353 innovation. They were particularly keen to initiate conversations that could lead 354 to the discovery, recombination and expansion of new ideas. 
However, as they began using social media to reach out and initiate contact 373 they ran into significant difficulties. Many of these related to the perceptual gaps 374 created by social media. Not being in the physical presence of other social 375 media users, it was difficult to understand who they were communicating with. 
and building relationships. We have to build close personal relationships 389 with new partners; they trust us implicitly. They want us to think like one 390 of them. Do social media allow that depth of interaction? It seems to me 391 that it's very difficult to have a genuine interaction on there when youdevelopment firm, Org 29) 394 395
Respondents referred to the absence of the other party as a major barrier, 396 particularly when a relationship was first initiated on a social media platform. 397 They talked about feeling less able to use their intuition about their new 398 connections if they couldn't see and interact with them in person. Many 399 respondents were frustrated that social media inhibited their ability to interact 400 as they would in a normal face-to-face setting. They felt that this problem limited 401 the opportunities for finding new innovation partners on social media. 402
403
We haven't had much of a response so far and we want to talk about 404 what the rules of engagement are -how do you start a conversation on 405 social media? How do you get people interested? How do they notice 406 you? It's a different ball game and one that I can't seem to figure out. 407 (Owner Manager, charity, Org 14) 408 409
Their perception that there were different 'rules of engagement' that they did 410 not grasp created a sense of uncertainty about how and why to use social 411 media. They were uncertain about how to replicate in a social media setting the 412 social conventions they normally followed. In managing this uncertainty 413 respondents drew on three different, but easily accessible frames of reference. 414
415
Framing social media 416 417
The respondents framed their efforts on social media in three ways by using 418 metaphors that acted as their interpretive schemata. These three initial 419 framings guided their subsequent strategies of action, influencing the types of 420 tools they used and the kinds of people they asked for help. Interestingly, the 421 frames they used were not fixed; they evolved with the accumulation of 422 additional experiences and incorporation of others' opinions. The framing of social media as a competitive game led respondents to pay 438 attention to the features of the platforms that reflected this metaphor (the 439 numbers of followers and likes) and to focus on the quantity of new connections 440
rather than the quality of their interactions. They talked about actively pitting 441 themselves against those they saw as competitors. They indicated that 442 competition required intensive effort, including work on social media out of 443 office hours. They were focused on trying to accumulate the most followers, 444 trying to be the first to comment on topical conversations in their industries and 445 trying to create content that others would like and share. They hoped that such 446 proactive efforts would create an impression that they were at the forefront of 447 their industries and that this would attract the attention of potential 448 collaborators. Their intensive efforts to compete and stay ahead of others on 449 social media can be seen as a proactive approach to establishing new 450 connections and fostering innovation, in which creating an impression of 451 leading the pack is anticipated to lead to innovative opportunities. 452
453
The second frame used by the respondents was particularly apparent in the 454 accounts of those who felt slightly unenthusiastic about social media use. 455
Although they were aware that social media could give them access to new 456 opportunities for innovation they felt the platforms held little personal appeal for 457 them. These respondents who framed social media as a box ticking exercise talked 467 about other preferred ways of meeting new innovation partners. There was an 468 apparent tension in their accounts because they also recognized that it was 469 possible to innovate using social media and they did not want to miss out. They 470 used the box ticking frame as a way of dealing with the cognitive dissonance 471 they associated with social media use. The metaphor suggests that they were 472 following what they perceived to be the rules for developing new connections. 473
They picked up these so-called rules as they observed and imitated the social 474 media use of others. By jumping on the 'social media bandwagon' and following 475 others they could access already existing templates and therefore regarded 476 social media to be less effortful. Rather than attempting to formulate original 477 and independent approaches to using the platforms they simply replicated what 478 appeared to be popular practice. Thus, by taking what can be understood as a 479 bandwagon approach to innovation they felt they were not missing out on the 480 inherent opportunities of social media. 481
482
The third frame used by the respondents could be termed the informal frame. 483
Although their ultimate goal was to make connections that would trigger 484 innovation they understood social media to be a space where socialization 485 would lead to business opportunities. When describing their approach they 486 drew upon imagery that conjured a sense of an informal place where people 487 were motivated to have fun and socialize. 488
489
I was very informal in my approach to it at first. I didn't take it particularly 490
seriously. I treated it like a beach where I was dipping my toe in the 491
water. I would go in gradually and just have fun with it. (Founder-492 manager, food & drinks brand, Org 6) 493
social media accounts wherein they interacted with friends and family and the 496 content of most conversations typically had a familiar tone. They presumed that 497 informality was the accepted social norm for interacting and building new 498 connections on social media. Even though they were representing their 499 business they did not want to appear to overtly push a work related agenda in 500 their social media posts. Those who made use of this frame tried to make new 501 connections by adopting a more casual style of communication. They were not 502 deliberately trying to force new innovative partnerships to occur. As new social 503 media connections were made they remained alert to emergent opportunities 504 but did not go out of their way looking for new business. In this sense they were 505 taking an emergent approach to innovation, by waiting for innovative 506 circumstances to arise through socialization. 507 508 Overall, the three frames were suggestive of three distinct approaches to 509 establishing new connections and fostering innovation (i.e. proactive, 510 bandwagon and emergent approaches). The respondents used these frames 511 to facilitate a comprehensible interpretation of social media grounded in 512 everyday language. However, extant theory suggests that the mental effort of 513 framing alone is not sufficient to accomplish innovative outcomes. Individuals 514 also need to act upon their multiple framings. Goffman (1974:340) calls 515 attention to the necessity for socially constructed evidence (i.e. the various 516 social media frames in our case) to be fully mentally applied to a context if 517 innovative outcomes are to be achieved. In acting out the already invoked social 518 media frames our respondents turned to their wider experience, or what Swidler 519 (1986) refers to as cultural tools. According to Swidler (1986) Guided by their evolving understanding of social media, the respondents drew 530 on a wide variety of tools to aid them in achieving their innovative goals. In 531 many instances, they found that they had practical competencies that were 532 useful for attracting and interacting with new social media connections. They 533 talked about how these familiar skills helped them when they were unable to 534 introduce themselves as they would in a face-to-face setting. 
5) 543
Many respondents were concerned with creating a good first impression. The 545 manager in the above quote focused on the impression created by the aesthetic 546 appearance of his profile page and posts. He felt he was able to really appeal 547 to new connections by using his creative flair to present a well-considered style. 548
He explained that by using the skills he had established as a creative marketer 549 he was trying to compensate for the difficulties inherent in communicating with 550 others who were not physically present. Similarly, other respondents crafted 551 strategies drawing on their current skillsets. Despite the lack of flair associated with using simplified English, he felt that this 564 style of post gave the impression that he had nothing to hide. Many respondents 565 noted that they used styles of communication they were most familiar with and 566 hoped that this would create a good impression and compensate for missing 567
information. 568 569
In other instances, respondents drew on their long established social 570 connections in the offline world for gaining insights into interacting and building 571 relationships on social media. The uncertainty experienced by the individuals in this study related to the 648 paucity of recognizable social cues on social media. Goffman (1979) dismissed 649 interactions mediated by technology as being "merely attenuated" and 650 "situation-like" (Goffman, 1979; Rettie, 2009; Richey et al., 2016) . His assertion 651 was that interactions that rely upon technology do not provide sufficiently rich 652 social cues to constitute a full social interaction. Indeed, the literature suggests 653 that innovation requires such a complete social setting, rich in social cues (Rost, 654 2011) in order for collaboration and understanding to be achieved. These 655 assertions make our respondents' reaction to the uncertainty they experienced 656 particularly interesting. Rather than withdrawing from the socially unfamiliar and 657 sparse environment of social media, they invoked different frames in their 658 ultimate quest for innovative outcomes. This persistence may be partly 659 attributed to prevailing social norms. The widespread proliferation of social 660 media platforms may somewhat compel today's firms to stay active on social 661 media (Michelidou et al., 2011). Evidently, frames play an important part in this 662 process. In our case, framings and the associated mental simulations preceded 663
New social media connections Uncertainty
Framing
Cultural toolkits
Novel Information
Innovation action and provided proxies for the social cues that would normally be used to 664 establish a strong context for interaction. 665
666
The frames for social media were invoked using everyday language that related 667 to three possible approaches to developing new connections and to innovation: 668 the proactive approach, the bandwagon approach and the emergent approach. 669
An important function of the frames was to create a perceptual link between 670 social media and these different ideas about innovation. While the lack of social 671 context initially hindered the launch of a potential innovation activity, frames 672 reignited the process since they were suggestive of ways of acting. In doing 673 this the frames effectively filled the void in contextual information left by missing 674 social cues. These findings indicate the important role frames play in reducing 675 the uncertainty associated with the initial stages of social media innovation. 676 innovate, such as small and medium sized firms can particularly benefit from 711 these technologies (Harris et al., 2012) . However, our findings imply that social 712 media is not necessarily an egalitarian space for innovation. From our 713 respondents' perspective, although it was theoretically possible to develop 714 different approaches to innovation using social media, in practice, access to a 715 pre-existing, broader cultural toolkit was required to turn their initial framings 716 into action. As we can tell from our data, these toolkits seemed to 717 simultaneously enable a sense of competence and familiarity as well as restrict 718 the set of available actions. This experience of our respondents suggest that 719 social positions and experiences may have a bigger say in the types of tools 720 that are familiar and accessible (Anthias, 2008; Swidler, 1986) . In other words, 721 cultural tools are developed in everyday settings that social media cannot 722 entirely circumvent. We would therefore argue that social media appears to connections on social media is not always straightforward. The process 776 involves complex cognitive effort as frames (Goffman, 1974) are used in lieu of 777 missing social cues. While frames help to overcome the uncertainty inherent in 778 the early stages of social media innovation they do not address the challenge 779 of accessing other types of resource characterized herein as cultural tools 780 (Swidler, 1986) that are necessary to turn framings in to action. Cultural tools 781
are not accessed via social media, but are nested in existing social structures. 782
Thus, those who are unable to access appropriate cultural tools may be less 783 able to act upon their intentions to innovate using social media. 784
785
This study places emphasis on the role of uncertainty in triggering the creative 786 use of frames and cultural tools. It is, of course, very likely that individuals will 787 become more familiar with social media over time. Our study has not captured 788 whether such a process of familiarization could reduce uncertainty about social 789 media technologies and thus reduce the creative use of frames and tools. 790
However, we would argue that the mediated nature of social media platforms 791 makes uncertainty an intrinsic feature of making new connections on social 792 media. While we anticipate that making social media connections to achieve 793 innovation will always involve a degree of uncertainty, more research is needed 794 to nuance this argument. 795
796
We also demonstrate how frames can be used as proxies for social cues in 797 order to help approximate a context for social media innovation. Weacknowledge that the scope of our analysis is limited to the perceptions of 799 individuals and the role of frames in initiating the social media innovation 800 process. In other words, the empirical material presented here relates to an 801 early step and does not relate to the later stages of the innovation process that 802 may rely even more heavily on communication and social cues. However, we 803 would argue that without this vital first step the social media innovation process 804 may not get started at all. Future research could focus on the potential and 805 relevance of frames in the later stages of social media innovation. For example, 806 it is worth investigating how co-communicants can work towards establishing a 807 shared sense of social context using frames and tools. 808
809
Finally, this study also provides some useful practical insights for managers 810 attempting to use social media to extend their social networks. By highlighting 811 the challenges inherent in establishing new useful connections on social media, 812 managers can prepare themselves by assessing their own 'cultural toolkits'. 813
The vocabulary offered in this paper offers a useful metaphor for managers as 814 they attempt to use frames and cultural tools as proxies for traditional social 815 cues available during face-to-face encounters. 
